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Abstract 
This paper will consider how teaching assistants͛ (TAs͛) roles are changing from the historical ͚ŵuŵ͛s 
aƌŵǇ͛ (Bach  Kessler & Heron, 2006) of paint-pot washers, as some considered it pre-national 
curriculum, to the developing conception of the TA as a ͚paƌapƌofessioŶal͛. Contemporary issues 
arising from the loosely defined current expectations of TAs͛ wider pedagogical role will also be 
discussed. Consideration will be given to how and why managing behaviour has become an 
expectation and a necessity for TAs in their current deployment in schools, and why learning about 
managing behaviour differs for TAs and teachers. Additionally, the paper will reflect on the specific 
challenges facing TAs in managing behaviour. How TAs learn from each other in communities of 
practice, as well as from teachers and senior leaders, will be explored. Furthermore, how behaviour 
policies and policy implementation generally can influence TAs͛ opportunities to promote their own 
learning will be reviewed. 
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The term teaching assistant (TA) is used within this paper to define roles which include Higher Level 
TAs (HLTAs), classroom assistants and learning support assistants.  
 
Background to the research 
Pƌioƌ to the laŶdŵaƌk ͚DeploǇŵeŶt aŶd IŵpaĐt of “uppoƌt “taff͛ ;DI““Ϳ puďliĐatioŶ (Blatchford, 
Russell & Webster, 2012), which was the largest piece of research conducted into TAs worldwide, 
eǆploƌatioŶ of TAs had ďeeŶ ƌelatiǀelǇ ͚sŵall sĐale͛, laĐkiŶg iŶ eŵpiƌiĐal ƌeseaƌĐh aŶd ŵaiŶlǇ foĐused 
oŶ ͚desĐƌiďiŶg at the Đlassƌooŵ leǀel͛ ǁhat TAs did (Cremin, Thomas & Vincett, 2003; Devecchi 
2005). Research into TA͛s efficacy at improving educational standards and deployment have 
increased, particularly since the seminal DISS findings (HMI, 2002; DfES, 2003; Blatchford, Russell, 
Bassett, Brown, & Martin, 2007; Alborz, Pearson, Farrell & Howes, 2009; Hammersley-Fletcher & 
Adnett 2009; Hammersley‐Fletcher & Qualter 2009; Webster, Blatchford, Bassett, Brown & Russell, 
2011; Blatchford et al., 2012; Webster & Blatchford, 2013; Graves, 2013; Russell, Webster & 
Blatchford, 2013; Webster 2014; Radford, Bosanquet, Webster, & Blatchford, 2015; Cockroft & 
Atkinson, 2015; Sharples, Webster, & Blatchford, 2015; Blatchford, Russell & Webster, 2016).  
However, research undertaken on TAs, in the main, considered their influence on measurable 
attainment and has often failed to take into account other aspects of learning. Thirteen years ago 
Howes (2003) suggested that research had been focussed too narrowly, and had not considered the 
broader support foƌ ͚soft-skills͛ TAs offered, including their role in managing behaviour. This 
continues to be the case with calls for further research into this area (Rubie-Davies, Blatchford, 
Webster, Koutsoubou, & Bassett, 2010; Sharples et al. 2015). Sharples et al. (2015) described 
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ƌeseaƌĐh iŶto TAs͛ iŵpaĐt oŶ ͚soft͛ ŶoŶ-aĐadeŵiĐ deǀelopŵeŶt as ͚thiŶ͛, aŶd suggested that eǀideŶĐe 
ǁas ƌooted iŶ ͚iŵpƌessioŶistiĐ data͛ ƌatheƌ thaŶ eŵpiƌiĐal ƌeseaƌĐh. Otheƌs ;GiaŶgƌeĐo, “uteƌ, & 
DoǇle, ϮϬϭϬ; Gƌaǀes, ϮϬϭϯͿ also highlighted the peƌsisteŶĐe of ͚keǇ defiĐieŶĐies iŶ this ďodǇ of 
ƌeseaƌĐh͛. Fuƌtheƌ ƌeseaƌĐh iŶ this aƌea is theƌefoƌe ďoth tiŵelǇ aŶd peƌtiŶeŶt as the effeĐts of 
managing behaviour in schools for children, teachers and TAs cannot be underestimated (Lewis, 
1999).  
 
There is evidence from research which supports the view that managing behaviour is a key part of 
the TA role, but none looking at either how TAs perceive or fulfil this role. Research (Bowers 1997; 
Groom 2006; Webster et al., 2011; Butt & Lowe 2011; Graves 2012; 2013) showed that TAs often 
fulfilled the role of teachers, and that their most frequently cited functions by children were that of 
help foƌ the teaĐheƌ, as ǁell as theiƌ ͚disĐipliŶaƌǇ fuŶĐtioŶ͛. The DfES (2003) stated that TAs were 
eǆpeĐted to haǀe ͚adǀaŶĐed ƌoles iŶ ƌelatioŶ to ďehaǀiouƌ aŶd guidaŶĐe͛, and as part of the 
consultation oŶ ͚DeǀelopiŶg the ‘ole of “uppoƌt “taff͛ (DfES, 2002) speĐifiĐ ͚ƌoutes͛ for TAs were 
pƌoposed. OŶe of ǁhiĐh ǁas the ͚ďehaǀiouƌ aŶd GuidaŶĐe ‘oute͛, where it was proposed TAs could 
ďeĐoŵe a ͚ďehaǀiouƌ aŶd guidaŶĐe ŵaŶageƌ͛, take oŶ ƌespoŶsiďilitǇ foƌ the ͚Đo-ordination and 
ŵaŶageŵeŶt of the ďehaǀiouƌ teaŵ͛ oƌ ďe a ͚ďehaǀiouƌ policy co-oƌdiŶatoƌ͛. This ĐleaƌlǇ shoǁs that 
TAs were explicitly expected to play a senior whole-school role in managing behaviour. TAs͛ 
responsibility for managing behaviour was also reiterated in more recent government documents 
(DfE, 2013; DfE, 2016) ďut ǁith the additioŶal Đaǀeat of ͚uŶless the head teaĐheƌ saǇs otheƌǁise͛ 
which appears to provide less, rather than more, clarity.  
 
Context  
A key issue iŶ ĐoŶteǆtualisiŶg TAs͛ responsibility for managing behaviour is the lack of shared 
understanding of what constitutes their role, beyond the agreed ͚ŵultifaĐeted͛ Ŷatuƌe of it (Moran & 
Abbott, 2002; Smith, Whitby & Sharp, 2004; Kerry 2005; Collins & Simco, 2006; Fraser & Meadows, 
2008; Graves 2013). Tucker (2009) suggested TA roles ǁeƌe ͚self-deteƌŵiŶed͛ with ͚disĐeƌŶiďle 
teŶsioŶ͛ felt iŶ disĐussioŶs on future developments of TAs. Graves (2013) cautioned the role was 
defined oŶlǇ iŶ the Ŷegatiǀe, that TAs ͚aƌe Ŷot teaĐheƌs͛, ǁhiĐh oďsĐuƌes ͚ǁhat eǆaĐtlǇ the ŶasĐeŶt 
ƌole is͛. Sharples et al. (2015) Đalled foƌ sĐhools to ͚ƌigoƌouslǇ defiŶe͛ the TA ƌole, however others 
(Tucker, 2009; Hancock et al., 2010; Graves 2013) supported Thoŵas͛ prior (1992) assertion that the 
cultural norms, particularly of pƌiŵaƌǇ sĐhools, did Ŷot suppoƌt ͚Đleaƌ ƌole defiŶitioŶ͛. Blatchford et 
al, ;ϮϬϭϲͿ highlighted hoǁ ͚Ƌuiet͛ aŶd ͚haŶds-off͛ goǀeƌŶŵeŶt poliĐǇ ǁhiĐh diƌeĐtlǇ affeĐts TAs has 
been, actively transferring responsibility from Whitehall to schools, which compounds the problem.  
 
Research (Thomas, 1992; Rose, 2000; Moran & Abbott, 2002; Mansaray, 2006; Devecchi & Rouse, 
2010; Hancock, Hall, Cable, and Eyres, 2010; Butt & Lowe, 2011; Webster et al., 2012) shows little 
uniform understanding of teacher: TA role boundaries. Collins and Simco (2006) found TAs were able 
to clearly demarcate their roles and responsibilities from those of the teacher, yet that neither 
children nor parents took account of these differences.Hancock et al. ;ϮϬϭϬͿ Ŷoted TAs ͚ďouŶdaƌǇ 
ĐƌossiŶg͛ aŶd fouŶd theŵ ͚ŵoǀiŶg iŶ aŶd out of theiƌ oǁŶ aŶd teaĐheƌs͛ ƌoles͛. This is reflected in 
MaŶsaƌaǇ͛s ;ϮϬϬϲͿ ǀieǁ that TAs͛ liŵiŶal ƌole aŶd ďouŶdaƌǇ ĐƌossiŶg ďetǁeeŶ ďeiŶg ͚teaĐheƌ aŶd Ŷot 
teaĐheƌ͛ also ͚iŵplied aŶ aŵďiguous ƌelatioŶship to authoƌitǇ aŶd possiďlǇ disĐipliŶe͛ that TAs ǁeƌe 
able to exert. He concluded that there is the possiďilitǇ of the TA ͚oĐĐupǇiŶg the ƌole of teaĐheƌ͛ Ǉet, 
͚theǇ ŵust ďe ƌeadǇ to ǀaĐate this ƌole͛. Hoǁeǀeƌ, the parity perceived by some masked real 
differences between the roles, for example, in Rubie-Davies et al's. (2010) research on interactions. 
This fouŶd that ǁhilst teaĐheƌs set ͚Đleaƌ eǆpeĐtatioŶs͛ oƌ used ͚stƌoŶg stateŵeŶts͛ to ŵaŶage 
behaviour, TAs foĐused oŶ ͚ƌeƋuests foƌ ĐoŵpliaŶĐe͛ aŶd ͚ǁeakeƌ stateŵeŶts͛. The iŶteƌaĐtioŶs 
recorded ;ϭϲ ͚lessoŶ leŶgth͛ peƌiodsͿ were split iŶto ͚pedagogiĐallǇ appƌopƌiate͛ and ͚pedagogiĐallǇ 
iŶappƌopƌiate͛ responses. TƌaŶsĐƌipts shoǁed that teaĐheƌs ƌespoŶded iŶ ͚pedagogiĐallǇ appƌopƌiate͛ 
ways sixty percent of the time, whilst the figure was only forty percent for TAs. This is particularly 
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pertinent when children, TAs and parents saw part of the TA role as being involved in behaviour 
management (Tucker, 2009; Butt & Lowe, 2011). 
Research (HMI, 2002; Mansaray, 2006; Blatchford et al., 2007; Armstrong, 2008; Whittaker & 
Kikabhai, 2008; Rubie-Davies et al. 2010) also showed differences in the relationships TAs formed 
with children. These were categorised as ͚less foƌŵal aŶd ŵoƌe iŶtiŵate͛, where the TA could take 
on the role of a ͚fƌieŶdlǇ adult͛ ;HMI, ϮϬϬϮͿ, which may in part explain some of the differences 
between teacher and TA interactions. This view was supported by Dunne, Goddard and Woolhouse 
(2008) who suggested that TAs had fundamentally nurturing roles, as opposed to pedagogical ones, 
which was seen as iŶdiĐatiǀe of the ͚ŵotheƌiŶg ideŶtitǇ͛ ͚iŶtƌiŶsiĐ͛ to TAs (Kerry, 2005; Barkham, 
2008; Mackenzie, 2011; Graves 2013). These ͚soft skills͛ aŶd the ͚ŶuƌtuƌiŶg͛ ƌoles, ǁhiĐh ofteŶ 
pertain to women and most pertinently to mothers, are recurring themes in the ͚ŵateƌŶal disĐouƌse͛ 
of research (Blatchford et al., 2004; Dunne et al., 2008; Graves, 2013). Bland and Sleightholme's 
(2012) research illustƌated this, ǁith ĐhildƌeŶ ŶotiŶg Ŷot TAs͛ pedagogiĐal ĐoŶtƌiďutioŶ, ďut the faĐt 
that theǇ ǁeƌe ƌeƋuiƌed to ͚fetĐh Đoffee aŶd ďisĐuits foƌ the teaĐheƌ͛. This ͚softeƌ͛ ƌole has 
implications for managing behaviour - is it possible to be both a ͚fƌieŶd aŶd ŵediatoƌ͛ aŶd 
͚disĐipliŶaƌiaŶ͛ (Blatchford et al., 2007)?  
 
Howes (2003) believed that sĐhools ǁeƌe eŶĐouƌaged to adopt a ͚ŵaŶageŵeŶt ƌelatioŶship͛ 
ďetǁeeŶ teaĐheƌs aŶd TAs. He suggested theƌe ǁas a ͚Đoƌe-peƌipheƌǇ ŵodel͛ iŶ use ǁithiŶ poliĐǇ to 
describe teacher: TA relationship, where TAs were very much operating at the margins. This 
reflected Mansaray's (2006)  ďelief that TAs ǁeƌe ͚sepaƌate aŶd peƌipheƌal͛. Dunne et al., (2008) 
ǀieǁed the teaĐheƌ ƌole as iŵďued ǁith ͚poǁeƌ aŶd authoƌitǇ͛ aŶd fouŶd that this led to theiƌ ƌole 
iŶesĐapaďlǇ ďeĐoŵiŶg ͚ŵaŶageƌial aŶd Đoƌpoƌate͛ ƌegaƌdless of the effiĐaĐǇ of the ŵodel. Quicke 
(2003) questioned ǁhetheƌ the ƌelatioŶship ďetǁeeŶ teaĐheƌ aŶd TA ǁas that of; ͚ŵaŶageƌ aŶd 
ŵaŶaged͛, ͚tutoƌ aŶd tƌaiŶee͛, ͚eǆpeƌt aŶd ŶoǀiĐe͛ oƌ eǀeŶ ͚ŵasteƌ aŶd seƌǀaŶt͛. The ĐhoiĐe ďetǁeeŶ 
fulfilliŶg the ͚ŶoǀiĐe͛ oƌ ͚seƌǀaŶt͛ ƌole that Quicke (2003) ideŶtified ƌelied oŶ the teaĐheƌ͛s ǁilliŶgŶess 
to deǀelop TAs͛ ͚autoŶoŵǇ͛, thƌough a pƌoĐess of ͚iŶĐlusioŶ͛ aŶd ͚eŵpoǁeƌŵeŶt͛. HaŵŵeƌsleǇ‐
Fletcher and Qualter's (2009) later research came to similar conclusions and found how teachers 
͚Đhoose to see theŵselǀes͛ diĐtated the ƌelatioŶships theǇ foƌŵed ǁith TAs. TheǇ fouŶd that 
teaĐheƌs eitheƌ ǀieǁed theŵselǀes as eǆĐlusiǀelǇ ŵeetiŶg pupils Ŷeeds thƌough ͚ĐoŶtƌolliŶg͛ aspeĐts 
such as planning and deliǀeƌǇ, Đoŵpaƌed to those ǁho espoused aŶ ͚eǆpaŶded ǀieǁ of 
pƌofessioŶalisŵ͛. TheǇ pƌoposed that staff ͚self-ĐoŶfideŶĐe͛ ŵediated hoǁ ĐhaŶges liŶked to the 
ǁoƌkload ƌeŵodelliŶg took plaĐe aŶd that teaĐheƌs͛ ĐoŶfideŶĐe Ŷeeded ͚suppoƌtiŶg͛ ǁheŶ 
considering issues liŶked to ͚pƌofessioŶal ideŶtitǇ͛ aŶd ͚status͛. Findings from Webster et al. (2012) 
deŵoŶstƌated that, giǀeŶ the ͚oppoƌtuŶitǇ to ƌefleĐt͛, teaĐheƌs Đould foƌge a ͚ŵeaŶiŶgful 
uŶdeƌstaŶdiŶg of the TA ƌole͛, as ǁell as hoǁ theǇ iŶflueŶĐed it, eitheƌ positively or negatively. This 
was furthered by Cockroft and Atkinson's (2015) ƌeseaƌĐh ǁhiĐh fouŶd ͚suppoƌtiǀe teaĐheƌs 
ĐoŶtƌiďuted to hoǁ effeĐtiǀe theǇ [TAs] Đould ďe͛. EǀeŶ so, ƌeseaƌĐh (Thomas, 1992; Blatchford et al., 
2007; Anderson & Finney, 2008) showed that teachers were not trained to manage other adults and 
lacked the requisite skills, with three quarters of teachers in Blatchford et al.͛s ;ϮϬϬϳͿ research 
receiving no training in working with TAs. Indeed, it ǁas the ͚ŵaŶageƌial͛ aspeĐt of the teaĐheƌ: TA 
relationship which caused the greatest contention. Devecchi and Rouse (2010) asserted that the 
ĐoŶĐeptualisatioŶ of TAs as ͚appƌeŶtiĐes͛ oƌ eǀeŶ ͚seƌǀaŶts͛ ǁas Ŷot iŶ liŶe ǁith aŶ espoused 
fƌaŵeǁoƌk of ͚deŵoĐƌatiĐ aŶd paƌtiĐipatoƌǇ pƌiŶĐiples͛ aŶd Ŷegated the paƌtiĐipatioŶ aŶd ageŶĐǇ 
which research (Thomas, 1992; HMI, 2002; Tucker, 2009; Devecchi & Rouse, 2010; Devecchi et al., 
2011; Mackenzie, 2011; Cockroft & Atkinson, 2015; Radford et al., 2015) showed was the 
cornerstone of effective collaborative relationships. 
 
Access to formal training may also influence TAs͛ aďilitǇ to ŵaŶage ďehaǀiouƌ. ‘eseaƌĐh (DfEE, 1997; 
O͛BƌieŶ & GaƌŶeƌ, ϮϬϬϮ; “ŵith et al., 2004; Groom & Rose, 2005; Gerschel, 2005; Ofsted, 2008; 
Tucker, 2009; Symes & Humphrey, 2011; Sharples et al., 2015) showed a ͚ŵisŵatĐh͛ ďetǁeeŶ the 
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level of training TAs received and their increasingly demanding role. Without training Galton and 
MacBeath (2008) fouŶd TAs ƌesoƌted to usiŶg ͚ĐoŵŵoŶ seŶse aŶd faŵilǇ eǆpeƌieŶĐe͛, ǁith oŶe 
ƌespoŶdeŶt suggestiŶg that she had ͚dƌaǁŶ oŶ heƌ eǆpeƌieŶĐe as a ŵuŵ͛ to plug gaps iŶ tƌaiŶiŶg. 
Cockroft and Atkinson (2015) also fouŶd that ͚liŵited tƌaiŶiŶg led to iŶaĐĐuƌate iŵpleŵeŶtatioŶ͛, for 
example, of a whole-school behaviour policy. This is particularly apposite when behaviour 
management was an area TAs identified as one in which they required more training (Butt & Lowe, 
2011; Cockroft & Atkinson, 2015). However, the type of training available causes additional 
difficulties. It was proposed (Edmond & Price, 2009; Graves, 2013) that HLTA standards based on 
competence indicators, as opposed to ͚higheƌ eduĐatioŶ͛, made the assumption that all necessary 
tƌaiŶiŶg Đould ďe gaiŶed ͚oŶ the joď͛, conflicting with professional development in the wider 
͚ĐhildƌeŶ͛s ǁorkfoƌĐe͛. This diĐhotoŵǇ ďetǁeeŶ ͚oĐĐupatioŶal͛ aŶd ͚pƌofessioŶal tƌaiŶiŶg͛, which as 
Ofsted (2008) noted varied considerably in effectiveness (ǁith ͚iŶduĐtioŶ, tƌaiŶiŶg aŶd appƌaisal͛ 
ďeiŶg ͚uŶsatisfaĐtoƌǇ͛ iŶ half of the sĐhools theǇ ǀisitedͿ has iŵpliĐatioŶs. This ͚pƌofessioŶalisatioŶ͛ of 
the TA role highlighted, rather than ameliorated status differences between teachers and TAs which 
͚pƌeĐludes iŶteƌ-pƌofessioŶal dialogue aŶd joiŶt deĐisioŶ ŵakiŶg͛ (Edmond & Price, 2009), therefore 
actively constraining TAs in managing behaviour. Deployment can also impact on TAs͛ aďilitǇ to 
implement a whole-school behaviour policy and manage behaviour, as it dictates which members of 
staff they work with, and are able to learn from. It was highlighted by Graves (2011), that despite 
ďeiŶg ͚highlǇ ǀalued͛ ďǇ paƌtiĐipaŶts iŶ heƌ studǇ, this method of informal learning lacked the 
aĐkŶoǁledgeŵeŶt ŶeĐessaƌǇ foƌ ͚pƌofessioŶal ĐoŶǀeƌsatioŶs͛ aŶd ƌefleĐtioŶs ǁith Đolleagues to take 
place. TAs instead described their observations, and therefore opportunities to learn from teachers 
as ͚ĐlaŶdestiŶe͛ aŶd ͚surreptitious͛. This does Ŷot help TAs ŵoǀe fƌoŵ ͚haďitual͛ to ͚informed͛ 
practice, (Graves, 2011) however, research (Hayes, Richardson, Hindle, & Grayson, 2011) on video 
coaching demonstrated that providing the opportunity to reflect made TAs moƌe ͚aǁaƌe of theiƌ oǁŶ 
ƌespoŶses͛ which supported the development of behaviour management skills. 
 
Ofsted (2008) also found that schools had continued to recruited staff to ensure the requirements of 
the workload agreement were met, as opposed to with a carefully considered view of how TAs͛ 
evolving role could contribute to whole-school development. The absence of a clear, whole-school 
defined TA role continued to result in ͚ǀaƌiatioŶ͛, ͚iŶĐoŶsisteŶt͛ deploǇŵeŶt ;Weďsteƌ et al., 2012) 
aŶd the ͚fƌagŵeŶtatioŶ͛ ideŶtified ďǇ HMI ;ϮϬϬϮͿ pƌeǀiouslǇ. These all stalled ͚the Đlose ǁoƌkiŶg 
partnership͛ between teachers and TAs which were envisaged (HMI, 2002). This pattern of 
deployment also runs contrary to ‘ose͛s ;ϮϬϬϬͿ eaƌlieƌ judgeŵeŶt that TAs͛ deploǇŵeŶt ǁith a siŶgle 
teaĐheƌ Đould eŶhaŶĐe ͚effeĐtiǀe Đollaďoƌatiǀe pƌoĐeduƌes foƌ Đlassƌooŵ ŵaŶageŵeŶt͛, aŶd Groom's 
(2006) fiŶdiŶgs that effeĐtiǀe deploǇŵeŶt depeŶded oŶ ͚the ƋualitǇ of paƌtŶeƌship foƌŵed ǁith 
teaĐheƌs͛. 
 
An additional aspeĐt of TAs͛ aďilitǇ to manage behaviour and implement whole-school behaviour 
policies is liŶked ǁith soĐial gƌoupiŶgs ǁithiŶ the sĐhool͛s Đultuƌe. Datnow and Castellano (2000) 
stated that staff ͚suďĐultuƌes͛ ǁeƌe ďased oŶ ͚ideologiĐal siŵilaƌities oƌ ĐoŵŵoŶ iŶteƌests͛ ǁhiĐh 
viewed policy differently. Coburn and Stein (2006) stated staff͛s ͚pƌofessioŶal ĐoŵŵuŶities ǁeƌe a 
cƌuĐial site foƌ iŵpleŵeŶtatioŶ͛ or not, and that these collaborative groups exerted a strong 
iŶflueŶĐe oŶ the ͚degƌee aŶd ŵaŶŶeƌ of iŵpleŵeŶtatioŶ͛ (Coburn & Stein, 2006). This is supported 
by other research (Smylie & Evans, 2006) which found that implementation was influenced by an 
iŶdiǀidual͛s ĐollaďoƌatioŶ with others. Wenger (1999) suggested this affected not only actions, but 
also ͚ǁho ǁe aƌe aŶd hoǁ ǁe iŶteƌpƌet ǁhat ǁe do͛. OŶe faĐet of this soĐial aspeĐt of 
ĐoŵpƌeheŶsioŶ is the ͚soĐioĐultuƌal leaƌŶiŶg theoƌǇ͛, also kŶoǁŶ as the ͚ĐoŵŵuŶities of pƌaĐtiĐe 
peƌspeĐtiǀe͛. A ͚ĐoŵŵuŶitǇ of pƌaĐtiĐe͛ ĐaŶ ďe defiŶed as gƌoups ǁith ͚shared͛ aŶd ͚ĐoŵŵoŶ 
practices͛ (Coburn & Stein, 2006). It is the ͚oŶgoiŶg ŶegotiatioŶ of ŵeaŶiŶg͛ ǁithiŶ these 
communities that influences the end product of a policy (Coburn & Stein, 2006). This interaction not 
only happens within communities of practice but also between them and it is possible for individuals 
CLARKE & VISSER: HOW DO TEACHING ASSISTANTS VIEW THEIR ROLE IN MANAGING BEHAVIOUR 
AND CULTIVATE THEIR LEARNING AND UNDERSTANDING IN RELATION TO MANAGING BEHAVIOUR? 
 
 
70 
 
to belong to multiple, and at times competing communities of practice. This results in exposure to a 
range of viewpoints and norms and therefore a range of different perspectives and understandings 
of policy. Much research promoted consistency in policy application (Galvin & Costa, 1995; Visser, 
2007; DfES, 2009; Taylor, 2011; DfE, 2013; DfE, 2014; Ofsted, 2014; DfE, 2016) as opposed to the 
inconsistency and idiosyncrasy which was found (McLaughlin, 1991b; Jennings, 1996; Datnow & 
Stringfield, 2000; Thomas & Loxley, 2001; Spillane, et al., 2002 Coburn, 2005; Spillane, Reiser & 
Gomez, 2006; Maguire, Ball, & Braun, 2010).  
 
It can be seen from the literature considered that there are myriad factors which influence how TAs 
are able to managing behaviour. These include the behaviour policy itself, issues related to policy 
implemeŶtatioŶ, the sĐhool͛s Đultuƌe, relationships with other members of staff as well as TAs͛ own 
views and beliefs. 
 
Methodology  
The research took place in a larger than average primary school (NOR=478) with nineteen teachers 
(f=17, m=2) and sixteen TAs (f=16). TAs were deployed to work across classes and key stages daily, 
with the researcher working with seven different TAs each week. The research question arose from 
͚haŶds-oŶ͛ eǆpeƌieŶĐe iŶ the school as a teacher. It appeared both anecdotally and from 
observations, that there were issues regarding how TAs were either enabled or constrained when 
managing behaviour. Research was undertaken from a qualitative paradigm which Braun and Clarke 
(2013) stated are built around the understanding that there is more than one version of knowledge, 
which is contextual and therefore varied. This view of knowledge as context based also fits with the 
constructionist epistemology chosen. However, a criticism of social constructionist research is the 
lack of objectivity, one which can be levelled at all research which does not follow positivistic and 
scientific formulations. It has ďeeŶ aƌgued that ďias is ͚iŶeǀitaďle͛ aŶd a ŵoƌe fƌuitful aiŵ ǁould ďe 
to make it ͚ǀisiďle͛ (Letherby 2003), Others (Blair, 1994; Griffiths, 1998; Carr, 2000; Lumsden, 2012; 
Hamilton & Corbett-Whittier, 2013; White, 2013) suggest that ŶeutƌalitǇ is a ͚ŵǇth͛ ;FiŶlaǇ, ϮϬϬϮͿ 
with peƌsoŶal ͚histoƌies aŶd ŵeŵoƌies͛ alǁaǇs used to filteƌ all aŶalǇsis aŶd iŶteƌpƌetatioŶ ;Blaiƌ, 
1994).  
 
The research undertaken, in order to answer the question sits within different approaches, and takes 
͚Đasts͛ (Savin-Baden & Major, 2013) oƌ ͚hues, toŶes, aŶd teǆtuƌes͛ (Sandelowski, 2000) from a range 
of paradigms including ethnography, phenomenology and grounded theory but does not wholly fit 
within one. The research therefore, falls within pragmatic qualitative research, or what Johnson, 
Long and White (2008) described as ͚Bƌitish pluƌalisŵ͛. It has ďeeŶ suggested (Sandelowski, 2000; 
Caelli, Ray, & Mill, 2003; Savin-Baden & Major, 2013) that pragmatic research is now the most 
commonly used form of qualitative research in many fields, including education, with others 
(Johnson et al. 2008) suggestiŶg the ŵethod is ͚Ŷot oŶlǇ seŶsiďle, it is iŶĐƌeasiŶglǇ iŶeǀitaďle͛. 
Janesick (1994) raised concerns about ͚ŵethodolatƌǇ͛; a ͚pƌeoĐĐupatioŶ ǁith seleĐtiŶg aŶd defeŶdiŶg 
ŵethods͛, hoǁeǀeƌ, ǁithiŶ pƌagŵatiĐ ƌeseaƌĐh the ŶeĐessitǇ foƌ ͚slaǀish deǀotioŶ͛ to a specific 
method is removed, freeing the researcher to choose methods and methodologies which best 
addƌess the ƋuestioŶ. TaǇloƌ ;ϮϬϬϮͿ Đited fƌeedoŵ fƌoŵ ͚ŵethodologiĐal ideŶtities͛ as a faĐtoƌ to 
iŵpƌoǀe eduĐatioŶal ƌeseaƌĐh ǁhiĐh his ƌeseaƌĐh shoǁed ǁeƌe felt to ͚stifle deďate aŶd ĐƌitiƋue͛. 
This was echoed by others (Thomas & James, 2006) who championed the ͚uŶĐoŶstƌaiŶed͛ ͚ĐolleĐtioŶ, 
use aŶd aŶalǇsis͛ of kŶoǁledge. 
 
ReseaƌĐh ǁas ĐoŶduĐted fƌoŵ a ͚feŵiŶist staŶdpoiŶt͛ ǁhiĐh LetheƌďǇ ;ϮϬϬϯͿ defiŶed as ͚adoptiŶg a 
positioŶ ǁhiĐh does Ŷot ͚add͛ ǁoŵeŶ iŶ ďut ďegiŶs fƌoŵ theiƌ peƌspeĐtiǀe͛. Within feminist research 
the ͚ŵessiŶess͛ ;LetheƌďǇ, ϮϬϬϯͿ of the pƌoĐess is aĐkŶoǁledged, which connects ǁith the ͚eĐleĐtiĐ͛ 
pragmatic research paradigm which, as with feminist research, highlights the importance of 
͚ŶatuƌalistiĐ͛ investigation (Sandelowski, 2000). Nielsen (1990) defined feminist research as 
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͚ŵultiŵethodologiĐal͛, agaiŶ liŶkiŶg to the pƌagŵatiĐ ƌeseaƌĐh appƌoaĐh. This ǁas suppoƌted ďǇ 
Atkinson, Delamont and Hammersley (2003) who stated that ͚Bƌitish studies͛ haǀe used a ƌaŶge of 
qualitative ŵethods ǁhiĐh ͚dƌaǁ theiƌ iŶspiƌatioŶ fƌoŵ feŵiŶisŵ͛ as opposed to a speĐifiĐ ͚disĐipliŶe 
oƌ ŵethod͛.  
 
Data were and will be collected from two purposively sampled discrete populations of TAs, one 
within the organisation researched (n=17) and one (yet to be undertaken) outside it (n=approx20). 
This second planned sample of TAs are undertaking Initial Teacher Training (ITT) and therefore 
represent a sample with both commonalities with and differences from the first sample (two of 
whom were engaged in ITT). Figure 1. illustrates the data collection process.  
 
 
Figure 1. Overview of interlinked, iterative data collection. 
 
Data collection will be dovetailed with questionnaires which contain a range of questions (n=22) 
including closed and open questions, as well as the opportunity for respondents to add notes. All TAs 
in the school were invited to complete an anonymous questionnaire, which Kitzinger (1995) 
suggested generates qualitative data eluĐidatiŶg ͚hoǁ people hold ĐeƌtaiŶ opiŶioŶs͛. The 
questionnaires used generated small amounts of quantitative data, (i.e. age, years employed) but 
their main aim was to produce qualitative information. Individuals who chose to participate further 
were invited to attend a focus group discussion then semi-structured interviews. By using a 
questionnaire to begin collecting data a wide spread of general opinions was gained, which were 
then developed in a focus group, and refined further in individual semi-structured interviews. It is 
suggested (Kitzinger, 1995; Punch & Oancea, 2014) that focus groups are an important tool for 
iŶǀestigatiŶg ͚ǁoƌkplaĐe Đultuƌes͛ aŶd iŶǀaluaďle foƌ ͚eǆploƌiŶg people͛s kŶoǁledge aŶd 
uŶdeƌstaŶdiŶg͛. It has ďeeŶ stated ;WilkiŶsoŶ, ϭϵϵϴͿ that foĐus gƌoups pƌoǀide ͚a ǀaluaďle 
ŵethodologiĐal tool͛ iŶ feŵiŶist ƌeseaƌĐh ŵethods due to theiƌ aďilitǇ to explore issues which are 
ƌeleǀaŶt aŶd peƌtiŶeŶt to the ͚peƌsoŶ-in-ĐoŶteǆt͛. The eleven participants in the group aligned with 
Sim's (1998) ideal group size of between eight and twelve, but more than Morgan's (1997) maximum 
of ϭϬ, aďoǀe ǁhiĐh he suggests the gƌoup is ͚diffiĐult to ĐoŶtƌol͛. This eleŵeŶt of ͚ĐoŶtƌol͛ ǁas 
managed using nominal group techniques such as the focus on an individual task (Sink, 1983) to 
start, which helped all group members to contribute as they had generated ideas to discuss. A 
planned period of reflection followed the focus group before individual semi-structured interviews 
ďegaŶ. OakleǇ ;ϭϵϴϭͿ suggested that iŶteƌǀieǁiŶg folloǁed a ͚ŵasĐuliŶe͛ appƌoaĐh aŶd ǁheŶ used iŶ 
feminist research is ͚ŵoƌallǇ iŶdefeŶsiďle͛, hoǁeǀeƌ, a pƌoposed stƌategǇ to ĐiƌĐuŵǀeŶt this ͚laĐk of 
fit͛ ďetǁeeŶ ͚theoƌǇ aŶd pƌaĐtiĐe͛ ǁas to eŶsuƌe ͚peƌsoŶal iŶǀestŵeŶt͛ iŶ a ͚ŶoŶ-hieƌaƌĐhiĐal͛ 
Questionnaires (n=13) 
Focus group (n=11) 
Interviews (n=4) 
Literature review 
Interim Conclusions 
Further Questionnaires 
(n=approx. 20) 
TA sample 1 
TA sample 2 
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situation between interviewer and interviewee. This was partly achieved by friendly relationships 
between the researcher and participants, but ͚hieƌaƌĐhiĐal͛ issues may still have been present due to 
the nature of teacher and TA relationships. However, at the time of interviewing the researcher was 
employed elsewhere which may have begun to ameliorate some of these issues. 
 
In order to comply with the ethics guidelines from the British Educational Research Association 
(BERA 2011) and the University where the research is taking place, it was necessary to gain informed 
consent from the head teacher to undertake the research within the organisation, and from 
individual participants. Care was taken to explain the purposes of the research, including who the 
final audience would be, and that TAs understood that they were able to withdraw at any time. 
Careful consideration was given to the amelioration of power issues which TAs may have perceived, 
this was partly addressed by a providing a full understanding of the purposes of the research and 
affording anonymity to all participants in the final document. The confidentiality of all data 
generated during the process was highlighted. In order to ensure that all TAs had a full 
understanding of the purposes of the research, a briefing meeting was arranged, where oral and 
written explanations were provided to how and why the research was being conducted.  
 
Findings 
At this point findings require further supporting data from the second sample of TAs. However, 
preliminary coding of the interviews, focus groups and analysis of questionnaires from the first 
sample of TAs shows key themes emerging which are allied to those discussed in the review of 
literature, including: 
  Role definition;  Support for the teacher   Communication   Policy implementation  Deployment   Relationships with children and teachers 
 
Figure 2 below shows references to themes and the number of sources in which they occur, 
represented graphically for clarity. 
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Figure 2. Initial themes emerging from focus group and interviews. 
Data collection is not yet complete and there are several limitations to the findings of this study. For 
example, due to the small sample size the research will show the findings of specific TAs in a specific 
school at a specific time, and will not be generalisable to all schools. However, when considered in 
line with the literature explored, the findings may be used to support existing research or provide a 
starting point for further, more detailed research. 
 
Discussion of findings 
The initial findings show some tentative areas of tension. These appear to be conflicts between 
͚helpiŶg aŶd suppoƌtiŶg the teaĐheƌ͛ ǁhiĐh TAs stated, in both the focus group and individual 
interviews, was a key part of their job, and the necessity of knowing ͚Ǉouƌ plaĐe͛. This diĐhotoŵǇ was 
commonly cited and was mentioned by all of the TAs interviewed (16 references in total). ͚JoǇ͛ 
stated: 
 
If I see children that aren't listening or are being silly, I would intervene with that, but I would 
never undermine the teacher. 
 
͚PeŶŶǇ͛ exemplified the issue: 
 
I feel that with some teachers need you to remember who you are and know your place, if you 
see something and tackle it teachers are sort of thankful because they rely on you to get on 
with what you're doing, but some don't like that. I think you've got to be very careful not 
crossing a line and make sure you respect them. 
 
This can be seen to be allied to a lack of clear definition of the TA role (24 references) inconsistency 
(16 references) and uncertain relationships with teachers (26 references). In an interview ͚“ue͛ 
suggested: 
 
…it is the ƌelatioŶship Ǉou haǀe ǁith soŵeďodǇ, I do you think it varies because what people 
expect is very different. 
 
Whilst ͚“allǇ͛ stated: 
 
Working in different classrooms with very different set ups has opened my eyes a little bit. In 
one classroom I would be happy, and I know the teacher would be happy, foƌ to ŵe to saǇ ͚ďe 
Ƌuiet͛, ďut iŶ the otheƌ Đlassƌooŵ the teaĐheƌ ǁould take that as me sticking my nose in, so it 
very much comes down to personality. 
 
One of the main findings at this stage, associated with literature, appears to be the myriad of 
conflicts which exist for TAs when managing behaviour. It can be seen that many of the issues raised 
by research participants are interlinked. Figure 3 below aims to illustrate the links between some of 
the emerging themes. 
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Figure 3. Linkages between commonly cited themes. 
 
Conclusions 
Data collection and analysis is not yet completed however, emerging themes echo those in literature 
suggesting this is a complex and little understood area. Themes from the data analysed appear to 
coalesce into two overarching and interlinked issues; inconsistent relationships with teachers and 
lack of clear job boundaries. The lack of clarity and consistency in these key areas appears to be 
compounded by additional factors, for example variability in deployment. Inconsistent working 
patterns negatively influence communication, and highlight the need for clear job boundaries and 
consistent expectations from teachers. TAs commented in interviews and in the focus group how 
important it was to know children to effectively manage their behaviour however, lack of 
consistency in teacher͛s expectations and TA deployment made this challenging, and therefore 
managing behaviour harder. 
 
The lack of clarity over teacher expectations and TA role definition placed further tension on TAs͛ 
desire to ͚help aŶd suppoƌt͛ teaĐheƌs ǁithout ͚uŶdeƌŵiŶiŶg͛ theŵ. Not knowing ǁhat ͚theiƌ plaĐe͛ is, 
and what is expected of them, both by the school and individual teachers makes this fine line very 
difficult to tread. It would appear that whole-school discussion is required to agree a workable 
context-specific definition of the TA role which is detailed enough to ensure all members of staff 
understand what could be involved. Groom and Rose (2005) suggested that the greater the 
uncertainty about the role, the less effective the TA was, highlighting the need for agreement in 
roles, as role clarity is viewed as an essential ingredient in the success of the teacher: TA team (Rose, 
2000; Gerschel, 2005; Devecchi et al., 2011; Cockroft & Atkinson, 2015; Radford et al., 2015; 
Sharples et al., 2015; Blatchford et al., 2016). However, the school definition would need to be one 
which was flexible enough to work in busy and at times unpredictable classrooms since, as Devecchi 
et al. (2011) noted ͚fluiditǇ͛ iŶ the definition of the TA role was both a blessing and a curse, being 
simultaneously necessary and disadvantageous. Hammersley‐Fletcher and Qualter (2009) also found 
that teaĐheƌ͛s self-ĐoŶfideŶĐe ŵediated theiƌ ͚ƌeĐoŶsideƌatioŶ of appƌoaĐhes to teaĐhiŶg aŶd 
leaƌŶiŶg͛, aŶd theƌefoƌe ŵaǇ Ŷeed addƌessiŶg in order to promote greater consistency both in 
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relationships with, and expectations of TAs they work with. This coupled with more stable and less 
͚fƌagŵeŶted͛ deploǇŵeŶt ŵaǇ staƌt a ǀiƌtuous ĐǇĐle ǁheƌe iŶĐƌeased ĐoŶsisteŶĐǇ led to iŵpƌoǀed 
relationships, expectations and communication between teachers and TAs. This in turn could enable 
TAs to better know the children they work with, and understand more fully how to support the 
teacher they are deployed with. 
 
These tentative conclusions are based on incomplete data collection, but do reflect the prevailing 
views and outcomes of other research. However, further large-scale study would be beneficial in 
order to understand exactly how TAs view their role in managing behaviour and how the points of 
tension that exist can either be ameliorated or overcome. 
 
References 
Alborz, A., Pearson, D., Farrell, P. Howes, A. (2009) The impact of adult support staff on pupils and 
mainstream schools. London: DCSF. 
Anderson, V & Finney, M. (2008) ͚I͛ŵ a TA Ŷot a PA!͛, in Richards, G. & Armstrong, F. (eds) Key issues 
for teaching assistants: Working in diverse classrooms. London: Routledge, pp. 73-83. 
Armstrong, F. (2008) ͚Inclusive education͛, In Richards, G. & Armstrong, F. (eds) Key issues for 
teaching assistants: Working in diverse classrooms. London: Routledge, pp. 7-18. 
Bach, S., Kessler, I. & Heron, P. (2006) ͚Changing job boundaries and workforce reform: the case of 
teaching assistants͛, Industrial Relations Journal, 37(1), pp. 2–21. 
Barkham, J, (2008) ͚“uitaďle ǁoƌk foƌ ǁoŵeŶ? ‘oles, ƌelatioŶships aŶd ĐhaŶgiŶg ideŶtities of ͞otheƌ 
adults͟ iŶ the eaƌlǇ years classroom͛, British Educational Research Journal, 34(6), pp.839–853.  
BERA (2011) Ethical guidelines for educational research. Available at: https://www.bera.ac.uk 
(Accessed: 7 July 2014). 
Bland, K. & Sleightholme, S. (2012) ͚Researching the pupil voice: what makes a good teaching 
assistant?͛, Support for Learning, 27(4), pp.172–176. 
Blatchford, P., Russell, A., Bassett, P., Brown, P. & Martin, C. (2004) ͚The role and effects of teaching 
assistants in English primary schools (Years 4 to 6) 2000–2003. Results from the Class Size and 
Pupil–Adult Ratios (CSPAR) KS2 Project͛, British Educational Research Journal, 33(1), pp.5–26.  
Blatchford, P., Russell, A. & Webster, R. (2012) Reassessing the impact of teaching assistants. Oxon: 
Routledge. 
Blatchford, P., Russell, A. & Webster, R. (2016) Maximising the impact of teaching assistants: 
Guidance for school leaders and teachers (2nd ed). London: Routledge. 
Bowers, T. (1997) ͚Supporting special needs in the mainstream classƌooŵ: ĐhildƌeŶ͛s peƌĐeptioŶs of 
the adult role͛, Child: Care, Health and Development, 23(3), pp.217–232.  
Braun, V. & Clarke, V. (2013) Successful qualitative research: a guide for beginners. London: SAGE 
Publications Ltd. 
Butt, R. & Lowe, K. (2011) ͚Teaching assistants and class teachers: differing perceptions, role 
confusion and the benefits of skills-based training͛, International Journal of Inclusive 
Education, 16(2), pp.207-219. 
Caelli, K., Ray, L. & Mill, J. (2003) ͚͞Cleaƌ as ŵud͟: Toǁaƌd gƌeateƌ clarity in generic qualitative 
research͛, International Journal of Qualitative Methods, 2(2), pp.1-13.  
Carr, W. (2000) ͚Partisanship in educational research͛, Oxford Review of Education, 26(3-4), pp.437–
449.  
Coburn, C. (2005) ͚The role of non-system actors in the relationship between policy and practice: The 
case of reading instruction in California͛, Educational Evaluation and Policy Analysis, 27(1), 
pp.23–52.  
Coburn, C. & Stein, M. (2006Ϳ ͚CoŵŵuŶities of practice theory and the role of teacher professional 
community in policy implementation͛, in Honig, M. (ed) New directions in education policy 
implementation: Confronting complexity. Albany: State University of New York Press, pp.25–
47. 
CLARKE & VISSER: HOW DO TEACHING ASSISTANTS VIEW THEIR ROLE IN MANAGING BEHAVIOUR 
AND CULTIVATE THEIR LEARNING AND UNDERSTANDING IN RELATION TO MANAGING BEHAVIOUR? 
 
 
76 
 
Cockroft, C. & Atkinson, C. (2015) ͚Using the Wider Pedagogical Role model to establish learning 
suppoƌt assistaŶts͛ ǀieǁs aďout faĐilitatoƌs aŶd ďaƌƌieƌs to effeĐtiǀe pƌaĐtiĐe͛, Support for 
Learning, 30(2), pp.88–104.  
Collins, J. & Simco, N. (2006) ͚Teaching assistants reflect: the way forward?͛ Reflective Practice, 7(2), 
pp.197–214. 
Cremin, H., Thomas, G. & Vincett, K. (2003) ͚Learning zones: an evaluation of three models for 
improving learning through teacher/teaching assistant teamwork͛, Support for Learning, 18(4), 
pp.154–161.  
Datnow, A. & Castellano, M. (2000) ͚TeaĐheƌs͛ ƌespoŶses to “uĐĐess foƌ All: hoǁ ďeliefs, eǆpeƌieŶĐes, 
and adaptations shape implementation͛, American Educational Research Journal, 37(3), 
pp.775 – 799. 
Datnow, A. & Stringfield, S. (2000) ͚Working together for reliable school reform͛, Journal of 
Education for Students Placed at Risk, 5(1-2), pp.183–204.  
Department for Education and Employment. (1997) Excellence in schools. White paper. 3681. 
London: DfEE. 
Department for Education and Skills (2002) Developing the role of school support staff The 
Consultation. London: DfES. 
Department for Education and Skills. (2003) Developing the role of support staff – what the National 
Agreement means for you. London: DfES. 
Department for Education and Skills. (2009) Learning behaviour: The report of the practitioners 
group on school behaviour and discipline. (Chairman: Sir Alan Steer) London: DfES. 
Department for Education. (2013) Behaviour and discipline in Schools: Guidance for governing 
bodies. London: DfE 
Department for Education. (2014) Behaviour and discipline in schools. London: DfE  
Department for Education. (2016) Behaviour and discipline in schools: Advice for headteachers and 
school staff. London: DfE. 
Devecchi, C. (2005) ͚Teacher and TAs working together in a secondary school: should we be critical?͛. 
British Education Research Association Annual Conference. University of Glamorgan, 
Pontypridd, 14-17 September.   http://www.leeds.ac.uk/educol/documents/170933.doc 
Devecchi, C. & Rouse, M. (2010) ͚An exploration of the features of effective collaboration between 
teachers and teaching assistants in secondary schools͛, Support for Learning, 25(2), pp.91-99. 
Devecchi, C. Dettori, F., Doveston, M., Sedgwick, P. & Jament, J. (2011) ͚Inclusive classrooms in Italy 
and England: The role of support teachers and teaching assistants͛, European Journal of 
Special Needs Education, 27(2), pp.171–184.  
Dunne, L., Goddard, G. & Woolhouse, C. (2008) ͚TeaĐhiŶg assistaŶts͛ peƌĐeptioŶs of theiƌ 
professional role and their experiences of doing a foundation degree͛, Improving Schools, 
11(3), pp.239–249.  
Fraser, C. & Meadows, S. (2008) ͚ChildƌeŶ͛s ǀieǁs of TeaĐhiŶg AssistaŶts iŶ pƌiŵaƌǇ sĐhools͛, 
Education 3-13, 36(4), pp.351–363.  
Galton, M. & MacBeath, J. (2008) Teachers under pressure. London: SAGE Publications Ltd. 
Galvin, P. & Costa, P. (1995) ͚Building better behaved schools: effective support at the whole school 
level͛, in Gray, P., Miller, A. & Noakes, J. (eds) Challenging behaviour In schools. London: 
Routledge 
Gerschel, L. (2005) ͚The special eduĐatioŶal Ŷeeds ĐooƌdiŶatoƌ͛s ƌole iŶ ŵaŶagiŶg teaĐhiŶg 
assistants: the Greenwich perspective͛, Support for Learning, 20(2), pp.69–76.  
Giangreco, M., Suter, J. C., & Doyle, M. (2010) ͚Paraprofessionals in inclusive schools: A review of 
recent research͛, Journal of Educational and Psychological Consultation, 20(1), pp.41–57.  
Graves, S. (2011) ͚Performance or enactment? The role of the higher level teaching assistant in a 
remodelled school workforce in England͛, Management in Education, 25(1), pp.15–20.  
Graves, S. (2012) ͚Chameleon or chimera? The role of the Higher Level Teaching Assistant (HLTA) in a 
remodelled workforce in English schools͛, Educational Management Administration & 
CLARKE & VISSER: HOW DO TEACHING ASSISTANTS VIEW THEIR ROLE IN MANAGING BEHAVIOUR 
AND CULTIVATE THEIR LEARNING AND UNDERSTANDING IN RELATION TO MANAGING BEHAVIOUR? 
 
 
77 
 
Leadership, 41(1), pp.95–104.  
Graves, S. (2013) ͚New roles, old stereotypes – developing a school workforce in English schools͛, 
School Leadership & Management, 34(3), pp.255–268.  
Griffiths, M. (1998) Educational research for social justice: Getting off the fence. Buckingham: Open 
University Press.  
Groom, B. & Rose, R. (2005) ͚Supporting the inclusion of pupils with social, emotional and 
behavioural difficulties in the primary school: the role of teaching assistants͛, Journal of 
Research in Special Educational Needs, 5(1), pp.20–30.  
Groom, B. (2006) ͚Building relationships for learning: the developing role of the teaching assistant͛, 
Support for Learning, 21(4), pp.199–203.  
Hamilton, L. & Corbett-Whittier, C. (2013) Using case study in education research. London: SAGE 
Publications Ltd. 
Hammersley-Fletcher, L. & Adnett, N. (2009) ͚Empowerment or Prescription? Workforce 
Remodelling at the National and School Level͛, Educational Management Administration & 
Leadership, 37(2), pp.180–197.  
Hammersley‐Fletcher, L. & Qualter, A. (2009) ͚Chasing improved pupil performance: the impact of 
poliĐǇ ĐhaŶge oŶ sĐhool eduĐatoƌs͛ peƌĐeptioŶs of theiƌ pƌofessioŶal ideŶtitǇ, the Đase of 
further change in English schools͛, British Educational Research Journal, 36(6), pp.903–917.  
Hancock, R., Hall, T., Cable, C. & Eyres, I. (2010) ͚͞TheǇ Đall ŵe ǁoŶdeƌ ǁoŵaŶ͟: the joď juƌisdiĐtioŶs 
and work-related learning of higher level teaching assistants͛, Cambridge Journal of Education, 
40(2), pp. 97-112. 
Heƌ MajestǇ͛s IŶspeĐtoƌate. (2002) Teaching assistants in primary schools an evaluation of the 
quality and impact of their work. London: HMI 
Howes, A. (2003) ͚Teaching reforms and the impact of paid adult support on participation and 
learning in mainstream schools͛, Support for Learning, 18(4), pp.147–153.  
Jennings, N. (1996) Interpreting policy in real classrooms: case studies of state reform and teacher 
practice. New York: Teachers College Press. 
Johnson, M., Long, T. & White, A. (2008) ͚AƌguŵeŶts foƌ ͞Bƌitish Pluƌalisŵ͟ iŶ Ƌualitatiǀe health 
research͛, Journal of Advanced Nursing, 33(2), pp.243–249.  
Kerry, T. (2005) ͚Towards a typology for conceptualizing the roles of teaching assistants͛, Educational 
Review, 57(3), pp.373–384.  
Kitzinger, J. ;ϭϵϵϱͿ ͚Qualitatiǀe ƌeseaƌĐh: Introducing focus groups͛, British Medical Journal (Clinical 
research ed.), 311(7000), pp.299 
Letherby, G. (2003) Feminist research in theory and practice. Buckingham: Open University Press. 
Lewis, R. (1999) ͚TeaĐheƌs͛ suppoƌt foƌ iŶĐlusiǀe foƌŵs of Đlassƌooŵ ŵaŶageŵeŶt͛, International 
Journal of Inclusive Education, 3(3), pp.269–285.  
Lumsden, K. (2012) ͚͞You aƌe ǁhat Ǉou ƌeseaƌĐh͟: ƌeseaƌĐheƌ paƌtisaŶship aŶd the sociology of the 
͞uŶdeƌdog͛͟, Qualitative Research, 13(1), pp.3–18.  
Mackenzie, S. (2011) ͚͞Yes, ďut...͟: ‘hetoƌiĐ, ƌealitǇ aŶd ƌesistaŶĐe iŶ teaĐhiŶg assistaŶts͛ eǆpeƌieŶĐes 
of inclusive education͛, Support for Learning, 26, pp.64–71. 
Maguire, M., Ball, S. & Braun, A. (2010) ͚Behaǀiouƌ, Đlassƌooŵ ŵaŶageŵeŶt aŶd studeŶt ͞ĐoŶtƌol͟: 
enacting policy iŶ the EŶglish seĐoŶdaƌǇ sĐhool͛, International Studies in Sociology of 
Education, 20(2), pp.153–170.  
Mansaray, A. (2006) ͚Liminality and in/exclusion: exploring the work of teaching assistants͛, 
Pedagogy, Culture & Society, 14(2), pp.171–187.  
McLaughlin, M. (1991) ͚Learning lessons from experience: Lessons from policy implementation͛, in 
Odden, A. (ed) Educational policy implementation. Albany: State University of New York Press, 
pp.185 – 195. 
Moran, A. & Abbott, L. (2002) ͚Developing inclusive schools: the pivotal role of teaching assistants in 
promoting inclusion in special and mainstreaŵ sĐhools iŶ NoƌtheƌŶ IƌelaŶd͛, European Journal 
of Special Needs Education, 17(2), pp.161–173.  
CLARKE & VISSER: HOW DO TEACHING ASSISTANTS VIEW THEIR ROLE IN MANAGING BEHAVIOUR 
AND CULTIVATE THEIR LEARNING AND UNDERSTANDING IN RELATION TO MANAGING BEHAVIOUR? 
 
 
78 
 
Morgan, D. (1997) Focus groups as qualitative research (Qualitative research methods) Second 
Edition. London: Sage University Paper. 
O͛BƌieŶ, T. & Garner, P. (2002) ͚Tiŵ aŶd Philip͛s stoƌǇ: settiŶg the ƌeĐoƌd stƌaight͛, iŶ O͛BƌieŶ, T. & 
Garner, P. (eds) Untold stories – Learning support assistants and their work. Stoke on Trent: 
Trentham Books Ltd.  
Ofsted. (2014) Below the radar: low-level disruption in the country’s classrooms. Her Majesty͛s Chief 
Inspector͛s Annual Report, (September), pp.5–18. 
Punch, K. & Oancea, A. (2014) Introduction to research methods in education, Second edition, 
London: SAGE Publications Ltd. 
Quicke, J. ;ϮϬϬϯͿ ͚Teaching assistants: students or servants?͛, FORUM, 45(2), pp.71-74.  
Radford, J., Bosanquet, P., Webster, R. & Blatchford, P. (2015) ͚Scaffolding learning for 
independence: Clarifying teacher and teaching assistant roles for children with special 
eduĐatioŶal Ŷeeds͛, Learning and Instruction, 36, pp.1–10.  
Rubie-Davies, C., Blatchford, P., Webster, R., Koutsoubou, M. & Bassett, P. (2010) ͚Enhancing 
learning? A comparison of teacher and teaching assistaŶt iŶteƌaĐtioŶs ǁith pupils͛, School 
Effectiveness and School Improvement, 21(4), pp.429–449.  
Russell, A., Webster, R. & Blatchford, P. (2013) Maximising the impact of Teaching Assistants. 
London: Routledge. 
Sandelowski, M. (2000) ͚Whatever happened to qualitative description?͛, Research in Nursing & 
Health, 23, pp.334–340. 
Savin-Baden, M. & Major, C.H. (2013) Qualitative research: The essential guide to theory and 
practice. London: Routledge. 
Sharples, J., Webster, R. & Blatchford, P. (2015) Making best use of teaching assistants: Guidance 
report. London: Education Endowment Foundation. 
Sim, J. (1998) ͚Collecting and analysing qualitative data: issues raised by the focus group͛, Journal of 
Advanced Nursing, 28(2), pp.345–352.  
Sink, D. (1983) ͚Using the nominal group technique effectively͛, National Productivity Review, 2(2), 
pp.173–184. 
Smith, P., Whitby, K., and Sharp, C. (2004) The employment and deployment of teaching assistants. 
Slough: NFER. 
Smylie, M. & Evans, A. (2006) ͚Social capital and the pƌoďleŵ of iŵpleŵeŶtatioŶ͛, iŶ Honig, M. (ed) 
New directions in education policy implementation: Confronting complexity. Albany: State 
University of New York Press, pp.187–208. 
Spillane, J., Reiser, B. & Reimer, T. (2002) ͚Policy implementation and cognition: reframing and 
refocusing implementation ƌeseaƌĐh͛, Review of Educational Research, 72(3), pp.387–431. 
Spillane, J., Reiser, B. & Gomez, L. (2006) ͚Policy implementation and cognition: the role of human, 
social and distributed cognition iŶ fƌaŵiŶg poliĐǇ iŵpleŵeŶtatioŶ͛, iŶ Honig, M. (ed) New 
directions in education policy implementation: Confronting complexity. Albany: State 
University of New York Press, pp.47–64. 
Symes, W. & Humphrey, N. (2011) ͚The deployment, training and teacher relationships of teaching 
assistants supporting pupils with autistic spectrum disorders (ASD) in mainstream secondary 
schools͛, British Journal of Special Education, 38(2), pp.57–64. 
Taylor, C. (2011) Good behaviour in schools: checklist for teachers. Available at: 
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/good-behaviour-in-schools-checklist-for-
teachers (Accessed 11 October 2015). 
Thomas, G. (1992) Effective classroom teamwork: support or intrusion? London: Routledge. 
Thomas, G. & Loxley, A. (2001) Deconstructing special education and constructing inclusion. 
Buckingham: Open University Press. 
Tucker, S. (2009) ͚Perceptions and reflections on the role of the teaching assistant in the classroom 
environment͛, Pastoral Care in Education, 27(4), pp.291–300.  
Visser, J. (2007) ͚Social, emotional and behavioural difficulties: can mainstream schools meet these 
CLARKE & VISSER: HOW DO TEACHING ASSISTANTS VIEW THEIR ROLE IN MANAGING BEHAVIOUR 
AND CULTIVATE THEIR LEARNING AND UNDERSTANDING IN RELATION TO MANAGING BEHAVIOUR? 
 
 
79 
 
pupils needs?͛, ENSEC Conference. Malta. Available at: 
http://enseceurope.org/files/papers/Social%20Emotional%20and%20Behavioural%20Difficulti
es%20Can%20%20Mainstream%20-Schools%20meet%20these%20Pupils%20Needs.doc 
(Accessed: 3 Dec 2014). 
Webster, R., Blatchford, P., Bassett, P., Brown, P., Martin, C. & Russell, A. (2011) ͚The wider 
pedagogiĐal ƌole of teaĐhiŶg assistaŶts͛, School Leadership & Management, 31(1), pp.3–20. 
Webster, R., Blatchford, P. & Russell, A. (2012) ͚Challenging and changing how schools use teaching 
assistants: findings from the Effective Deployment of Teaching Assistants project͛, School 
Leadership & Management, 33(1), pp.78–96.  
Webster, R. & Blatchford, P. (2013) The making a statement project final report. A study of the 
teaching and support experienced by pupils with a statement of special educational needs in 
mainstream primary schools. London: Institute of Education. 
Wenger, E. (1999) Communities of practice: learning, meaning and identity. Cambridge: Cambridge 
University Press.  
Whittaker, J. & Kikabhai, N. (2008) ͚How schools create challenging behaviours͛, in Richards, G. & 
Armstrong, F. (eds) Key issues for teaching assistants: Working in diverse classrooms. London: 
Routledge, pp.120-130. 
